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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to application filed January 23, 2004. 

2. Claims 1-14 have been examined. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 14 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 14 recites "a method for determine a payment figure" where it should recite a 
method for determining a payment figure. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Keyes et al. (United States Publication Number: 2004/0204775) hereinafter 
referred to as Keyes. 

Regarding Claim 1, Keyes discloses: 

Process control system (see pg 2, col 2, para 0018, lines 6-8) comprising: 
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A processor unit (see Figure 2, element 73 and see pg 5, col 2, para 0040, lines 1-4 
and line 9 to col 2, lines 1-2) adapted to determine a payment figure from operations 
running in the process control system regarding the creation or removal of a process 
control function or regarding a user activity or regarding an execution of an automation 
function, (see pg 5, col 1-col 2, para 0040) 

Regarding Claim 3, Keyes discloses: 

Process control system (see pg 2, col 2, para 0018, lines 6-8) according to Claim 2, 
further comprising: 

At least one field device for automation of at least one system component, wherein at 
least a part of the operations running in the process control system run on the field 
device, (see pg 1, col 1, para 0003, lines 6-22) 

Regarding Claim 5, Keyes discloses: 

A process control system (see pg 2, col 2, para 0018, lines 6-8) according to claim 4, 
wherein the further components comprise field devices for monitoring and control of 
components of a technical system (see pg 2, col 2, para 0018, lines 14-23) that are 
connected by radio communication and/or by a fixed link to the process control 
computer (see pg 3, col 2, para 0024, lines 5-12), wherein further operations also 
comprise those operations that are executed in field devices, (see pg 1, col 1, para 
0003, lines 10-22) 
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Regarding Claims 7 and 9-13, Keyes discloses: 

Process control system wherein the payment figure is a service fee to be paid by the 
user of the process control system to an Application Service Provider, (see pg 16, col 
2, para 0014) 

Regarding Claim 14, Keyes discloses: 

A method for determine a payment figure in a process control system, comprising: 
Providing a processor unit (see Figure 2 element 73 and pg 5, col 1, para 0040, lines 
1-4 and line 9 to col 2, lines 1-2) adapted to record the creation and/or removal of a 
process Control function and an execution of an automation function; (see pg 5, col 1- 
col 2, para 0040) Providing a device to adapted to record a user activity; (see figure 3, 
element 138-Database and Figure 2, element 74-Services) and Determining a 
payment figure by the processor unit using recorded data of the preceding steps, (see 
pg 16, col 2, para 0114) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 2, 4, 6, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Keyes in view of Hsiung et al (United States Publication Number: 
2003/0144746) hereinafter referred to as Hsiung. 

Keyes teaches a process control system that utilizes economic calculations 
however Keyes fails to teach a process control computer, a client computer, the Internet 
wherein at least a part of the operations running in the process control system run on 
the process control computer; a process control system wherein the process control 
computer comprises a Web server and the client computer comprises an Internet 
browser so that the client computer can influence the operations running in the process 
control computer via the Internet, wherein the operations can also include operations by 
which further operations are initiated in further components of the process control 
system; and a process control system wherein communication between the components 
of the process control system is based on the TCP/IP transmission protocol (TCP/IP). 

However, Hsiung teaches a process control system further comprising: a process 
control computer; (see figure 1, element 115-PLC, element 129-SCADA and see pg 
3, col 1, para 0030, lines 3-11) a client computer; (see figure 1, element 112 and see 
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pg 3, col 1, para 0027, lines 1-2) and the Internet (see Figure 1, element 1 09- 
Internet) wherein at least part of the operations running in the process control system 
run on the process control computer, (see pg 3, col 1, para 0030, lines 1-12 to col 2, 
lines 1-3) A process control system wherein the process control computer comprises a 
Web server (see pg 4, col 1, para 0038, lines 17-22) and the client computer 
comprises an Internet browser so that the client computer can influence operations 
running in the process control computer via the Internet (see pg 18, col 2, para 0277 
and para 0278, lines 1-2), wherein the operations can also include operations by which 
further operations are initiated in further components of the process control system. 
Process control system wherein communication between the components of the 
process control system is based on the TCP/IP transmission protocol (TCP/IP), (seepg 
4,col 1, para 0038, lines 10-15) 

It would be obvious ffi one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of 
Keyes by including the methodologies of Hsiung to not only allow for better 
communication between the process control computer and the client computer within 
the process control system, but also to allow better operation by giving the user and 
user operations more interactive power to affect the process and control of the process 
control system. 


Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ronald E. Williams whose telephone number is571 272 
2590. The examiner can normally be reached on MWF 7-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anthony Knight can be reached on 571 272 3687. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). fl 
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Supetvising Patent Examiner 
Tech Center 2100 
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